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The  present  longitudinal  study (two  waves),  conducted  on a population  of  274  secondary-school  teachers,
expands  on  previous  research  on burnout  and  work  engagement.  Accordingly,  the  effect  of  organizational
factors  (obstacles,  facilitators)  as well as  personal  resources  (self-efﬁcacy)  on  burnout  and  engagement
is tested  longitudinally  following  the Social  Cognitive  Theory.  More  speciﬁcally,  we test  the  loss  and  gain
cycles,  and  reciprocal  relationships  concerning  burnout,  engagement,  and  self-efﬁcacy  over  time.  Four
questions  are  addressed:  (1)  Are  obstacles  positively  related  to burnout  and  work  self-efﬁcacy  over  time?
(2) Are facilitators  positively  related  to  engagement  and self-efﬁcacy  over  time?  (3)  Is  work  self-efﬁcacy
negatively  related  to burnout  and  obstacles  over  time?  and  (4)  Is work  self-efﬁcacy  positively  related
to  engagement  and  facilitators  over  time?  The  results  of a  hard-copy  survey  carried  out  at  two  waveself-efﬁcacy (8  months  between  the  two  times),  which  were  computed  on Structural  Equation  Modeling  show  that
obstacles  are  positively  related  to  burnout,  which  in turn is positively  related  to  self-efﬁcacy  over  time.
Likewise,  facilitators  are  positively  related  to  engagement  and  self-efﬁcacy,  which  in turn  is  positively
related  to facilitators  over time.  These  ﬁndings  suggest  a positive  gain  cycle  in  which  self-efﬁcacy  plays
a  central  role.
©  2014  The  Authors.  Published  by  Elsevier  GmbH.  This  is an  open  access  article  under  the CCTeaching is an essential job in our society but it is also a
igh-stress occupation. Studies on burnout in this teaching con-
ext showed that teachers could feel anxious and frustrated, and
ay  even suffer from burnout (see (Salanova, Llorens, Martínez, &
ifre, 2012a)). Although the concept of burnout has recently been
xtended to all professions and occupational groups, its original
eﬁnition was a syndrome of emotional exhaustion, depersonaliza-
ion, and reduced personal accomplishment that can occur among
rofessionals who deal directly with recipients such as students,
upils, clients or patients (Schaufeli, Leiter, & Maslach, 2009).
The persistence and the dimensions of burnout regardless of
he profession have been evidenced by research (e.g., (Schaufeli
 Enzmann, 1998; Schaufeli, Maassen, Bakker, & Sixma, 2011)).
peciﬁcally, burnout is deﬁned as a “persistent, negative, work-
elated state of mind in ‘normal’ individuals that is characterized
ainly by exhaustion and accompanied by distress, a sense of
educed competence, decreased motivation, and the development
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of dysfunctional attitudes at work” ((Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998),
pp. 36). Recent research has shown that burnout is composed of
the so-called “core dimensions”, that is, exhaustion and cynicism
(e.g., (Green, Walkey, & Taylor, 1991; Leiter, 1993; Llorens, García,
& Salanova, 2005; Salanova, Peiró, & Schaufeli, 2002)). Exhaustion
refers to feelings of strain, particularly chronic fatigue resulting
from overtaxing work, whereas cynicism refers to an indifferent
or detached attitude toward students, parents, and one’s work, los-
ing interest in one’s work, and feeling that one’s work has lost its
meaning (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).
One further step in the study of burnout has been the devel-
opment of what is theoretically its opposite, i.e., engagement
(Demerouti, Mostert, & Bakker, 2010; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011).
Speciﬁcally in the teaching context, research has shown that tea-
chers may also experience engagement at work, especially when
they have enough resources to cope with high job demands (Bakker,
Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007). Work engagement
has been deﬁned as a “positive, fulﬁlling, work-related state of mind
that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption in the activ-
ity” ((Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002), p. 72).
Similarly to the case of burnout research, it has been shown that
engagement is composed of the so-called “core dimensions”, that
is, vigor and dedication (Llorens, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova,
2007). Vigor refers to the willingness to invest effort in one’s work,
access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/
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ersistence in the face of difﬁculties, and high levels of energy and
ental resilience while working, whereas dedication indicates a
articularly strong work involvement and identiﬁcation with one’s
ob.
Different scholars have shown that burnout and engagement
xperienced at work result from the combination of two sets
f working conditions, i.e., job demands, and the job resources
vailable to cope with these demands following two underlying
sychological processes: the energy-draining and the motivation
rocesses, respectively (e.g., (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
chaufeli, 2001)). The ﬁrst begin with chronic job demands, which
n turn may  deplete employees’ energy resources and may  thus lead
o burnout. This level of burnout could also produce a deteriora-
ion of health (Hakanen, Schaufeli, & Ahola, 2008), musculoskeletal
omplaints (Jaworek, Marek, Karwowski, Andrzejczak, & Genaidy,
010), a reduction in affective commitment (Llorens, Bakker,
chaufeli, & Salanova, 2006), and chronic work disability (Ahola,
oppinen-Tanner, Huuhtanen, Koskinen, & Väänänen, 2009). Sec-
nd, the motivational process begins with the availability of job
esources that stimulate the employee’s motivation (Hackman &
ldham, 1980) in the form of work engagement and positive
ork outcomes, such as life satisfaction (Hakanen & Schaufeli,
012), organizational commitment (Llorens et al., 2006), auton-
my, positive affect and efﬁcacy beliefs in positive spirals (Llorens
t al., 2007; Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2011), employee and
roup performance (Salanova, Llorens, Cifre, & Martínez, 2012b;
orrente, Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2012), and service quality
Hernández-Vargas, Llorens, & Rodríguez, 2014).
Analogously to the negative and positive factors included in job
tress research (e.g., (Salanova et al., 2012b; Karasek & Theorell,
990; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004)), a relatively recent movement has
hown that burnout and engagement could be determined not only
y the traditional job demands and job resources but also by the
resence of obstacles (e.g., unmotivated students) and facilitators
e.g., management of indiscipline) (Llorens et al., 2005; Salanova,
ifre, Grau, Llorens, & Martínez, 2005a). While job demands and job
esources refer to physical, psychological, social or organizational
spects of the job (Demerouti et al., 2001), obstacles and facilitators
re of a more organizational nature, are more speciﬁc to each sit-
ation, and are related to performance (Brown & Mitchel, 1993;
arayon, Gurses, Hundt, Ayoub, & Alvarado, 2005). Speciﬁcally,
bstacles are deﬁned as the tangible organizational characteristics
f the situation that have the capacity to impede job performance
nd restrict productivity. In contrast, facilitators are deﬁned as
hose aspects of the situation that can promote performance or
ne’s ability to perform one’s job optimally. More speciﬁcally, facil-
tators are strategies directed toward managing obstacles in order
o mitigate the extent to which problems may  interfere with per-
ormance (Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998).
There is empirical evidence to show that obstacles and
acilitators play a negative and positive key role in psycholog-
cal well-being, respectively (Brown & Mitchel, 1993; Salanova,
chaufeli, Martínez, & Bresó, 2010). As regards obstacles, research
as provided evidence that teachers are also exposed to speciﬁc
bstacles and troubles in their workplace (e.g., unmotivated stu-
ents, problems with parents and other colleagues, damage to
he infrastructure of the educational center, wrong management
f technological resources), which could potentially increase their
evels of strain and unwell-being in terms of burnout (Llorens
t al., 2005; García, Llorens, Cifre, & Salanova, 2006). Secondly,
ifferent scholars conducting research on teachers have shown
hat the perceptions of facilitators (e.g., technical facilitators,
lassroom management, and management of indiscipline) posi-
ively affect well-being. For example, Salanova et al. (Salanova
t al., 2005a) used Structural Equation Modeling on a sam-
le of 142 university lecturers and 872 university students to Burnout Research 1 (2014) 3–11
show that the perception of facilitators in an educational setting
decreases burnout and increases engagement through the impact
of perceived competence. Despite the fact that past research has
conﬁrmed the existence of links between obstacles/facilitators and
burnout/engagement, it is also important to uncover the psycho-
logical mechanism underlying these relationships over time. More
longitudinal research is therefore required to investigate these
dynamic, reciprocal relationships among obstacles/facilitators, and
burnout/engagement over time.
Another step in the development of burnout (and what is the-
oretically its opposite, i.e., engagement) has been the inclusion of
personal resources in explaining the process of their development.
Based on the Social Cognitive Theory,  one of the pivotal personal
resources in stress and health processes is self-efﬁcacy, deﬁned
as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute courses of
action required to produce given attainments” ((Bandura, 1997), p.
3). Research has shown that efﬁcacy beliefs play a pivotal role in
coping with stress and in enhancing psychological well-being (e.g.,
(Salanova et al., 2002; Llorens et al., 2007; Bandura, 1997; Bandura,
2001)).
Different scholars, using cross-sectional designs, have shown
that high levels of speciﬁc self-efﬁcacy at work (Cherniss, 1993)
relates to burnout, and work engagement (e.g., (Salanova et al.,
2012a; Salanova, Schaufeli, Llorens, Peiró, & Grau, 2000; Salanova,
Martínez, & Llorens, 2012c)). For example, in a study involving two
samples of teachers, Schwarzer and Hallum (Schwarzer & Hallum,
2008) demonstrated that self-efﬁcacy protects them from the expe-
rience of job strain and reduces the probability of experiencing
burnout. According to Bandura (Bandura, 2001), people’s beliefs in
their efﬁcacy could develop from four major sources of inﬂuence,
which vary in strength and importance: mastery experiences, vicar-
ious experiences, social persuasion, and somatic/affective states. In
this study, we focus on the last of these sources of efﬁcacy beliefs:
affective states (burnout and engagement) as antecedents of work
self-efﬁcacy.
Previous research conducted using longitudinal studies seems
to show that self-efﬁcacy may  not only precede but can also follow
affective states by reciprocal relationships (Llorens et al., 2007).
Speciﬁcally in teachers (Salanova et al., 2011), found a gain cycle
of efﬁcacy beliefs, positive affect, and activity engagement. That
is, more self-efﬁcacious teachers experienced more positive emo-
tions (especially more enthusiasm) and, consequently, more work
engagement. Furthermore, this engagement also led to more self-
efﬁcacy over time. Other studies also found that the presence of
teaching facilitators (i.e., good social relationships with colleagues
and students, adequacy of technology, training) positively relates
to work engagement, which in turn predicts high future levels of
teacher self-efﬁcacy (Salanova et al., 2005a; García et al., 2006).
Despite the relevance of these previous results, there is a lack of
longitudinal studies in the teaching context where not only facili-
tators and engagement but also obstacles and burnout are related
to self-efﬁcacy.
The current study is innovative in that we show how organi-
zational factors (obstacles and facilitators), negative and positive
affect (burnout and engagement), and personal resources (self-
efﬁcacy) are related across time. Moreover, we investigate for
the very ﬁrst time how obstacles/burnout, facilitators/engagement,
and self-efﬁcacy are dynamically and reciprocally related to each
other, thus creating loss and gain cycles, respectively. To do so, we
need to understand the sequences of the psychological experiences
that explain the relationships rather than just isolated episodes.
In order to study the dynamic interplay of obstacles/facilitators,
burnout/engagement, and self-efﬁcacy a longitudinal research
design is necessary to be able to differentiate between cause and
effect. Such studies, particularly those that combine causal and
reversed effects into one reciprocal causation model, are relatively
S. Llorens-Gumbau, M. Salanova-Soria / Burnout Research 1 (2014) 3–11 5
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carce, especially when obstacles and facilitators are considered.
ccording to Mathieu and Taylor (Mathieu & Taylor, 2006), there is
 need for theory-grounded longitudinal ﬁeld studies that assess
ariables over time using proper sequences and intervals that
nhance conﬁdence in (reciprocal) causal relationships. The current
tudy seeks to ﬁll this void.
. The present study
Taking previous research as its starting point, the objective of
he present study is to examine, for the ﬁrst time, the loss and gain
ycle and reciprocal (causal and reversed) relationships concerning
bstacles/facilitators, burnout/engagement, and self-efﬁcacy over
ime in a two-wave follow-up study among 274 secondary-school
eachers. We  expect (see Fig. 1):
ypothesis 1. Obstacles at T1 have a positive relationship with
urnout at T2. Furthermore, burnout at T1 has a negative relation-
hip with work self-efﬁcacy at T2 (causal).
ypothesis 2. Work self-efﬁcacy at T1 has a negative relationship
ith burnout and obstacles at T2. Furthermore, burnout at T1 has
 negative relationship with obstacles at T2 (reversed).
ypothesis 3. Facilitators at T1 have a positive relationship with
ngagement at T2. Furthermore, engagement at T1 has a positive
elationship with work self-efﬁcacy at T2 (causal).
ypothesis 4. Work self-efﬁcacy at T1 has a positive relationship
ith engagement and facilitators at T2. Furthermore, engagement
t T1 has a positive relationship with facilitators at T2 (reversed).
. Method
.1. Participants and procedure
A follow-up study with two waves (8 months between the two
imes) was carried out among 274 Spanish secondary teachers from
4 Spanish secondary schools. At the beginning of the academic
ear, a letter was sent to 50 secondary schools explaining the goal
f the research and asking for their collaboration. After obtaining
he principals’ agreement from each school, self-report and hardal model.
copy questionnaires were distributed among 600 secondary tea-
chers from these schools, and were later anonymously sent back
to the university by surface mail. Altogether 484 respondents from
34 schools returned the questionnaire (81% response rate). Eight
months later, at the end of the academic year, identical question-
naires were distributed among the same schools. The ﬁnal sample
was composed of 274 secondary teachers (57% women, 43% men)
from 24 Spanish secondary schools. Thus, 57% of the teachers who
participated at Time 1 (T1) also participated at Time 2 (T2). The
mean age of the sample was 40 years (SD = 7.01).
In order to test whether the drop-outs differed from the panel
group, we compared the T1 background variables of both groups
(i.e., age, gender, type of school [private versus public], teaching
experience, and organizational tenure) with the main study vari-
ables at T1. Results from Multivariate Analyses of Variance analyses
showed that there were no signiﬁcant differences between the two
groups regarding the background variables, F(5, 464) = .42, p = .81,
or the study variables, F(4, 454) = .92, p = .50. We  therefore con-
cluded that the panel group does not differ from the drop-outs in
terms of background variables or in terms of the study variables.
The sample is accurate for computing SEM analyses. Results
show that for a power of .80, df = 79, we need a sample of 161
observations to carry out the SEM (we have 274 observations)
(MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996).
Finally, from the nesting of the data (274 secondary teachers
from 24 Spanish secondary schools) we computed ICCs (intercept-
only model using the multilevel methodology) at the organizational
level on teachers from these 24 educational centers. The result for
the dependent variable was 0.009 for self-efﬁcacy. It can be con-
cluded that there were no extreme differences (variance) between
organizations that could be biasing the results (Hox, 2010).
2.2. Variables
Organizational obstacles and facilitators were developed on the
basis of a self-constructed inventory attending to the recommen-
dations of Brown and Mitchel (Brown & Mitchel, 1993). For that
purpose, we  conducted an independent preliminary qualitative
study to identify speciﬁc obstacles and facilitators for secondary-
school teachers. This study was completed by a focus group in
6 Soria / Burnout Research 1 (2014) 3–11
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hich different secondary school teachers were invited to par-
icipate. In the ﬁrst step each teacher proposes a list of the main
bstacles and facilitators in his/her work. In the second step, each
eacher has to identify (1) whether they are present or not at work
sing a dichotomous scoring system: zero (not present) and one
present), and (2) whether the obstacles and facilitators valued
s one (present) are important or not in their job, which is done
sing a Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (not important at all)  to 6
absolutely important)  (see (Gracia, Salanova, Grau, & Cifre, 2013;
rau, Llorens, Burriel, Salanova, & Agut, 2004; Salanova, Martínez,
 Lorente, 2005b; Salanova, Schaufeli, Martínez, & Breso, 2009), for
he validation of the scales). Based on those results, we drew up an
nventory of these two sets of obstacles and facilitators, whereby
e used a Speciﬁcally, obstacles – which refers to the organiza-
ional factors of the work context that can diminish performance,
nd which people should make an additional effort to cope with
nd have some physical or psychological cost – were measured
y 8 items (e.g., ‘A negative attitude and excessive indiscipline of the
tudents’). Facilitators – which refer to those aspects of the work
ontext which solve obstacles and that can reduce physical and/or
sychological costs – were measured by 12 items (e.g., ‘Easy access
o information and relevant materials during the preparation of the
esson’). Respondents answered using a 7-point Likert-type scale
anging from 0 (not important at all)  to 6 (absolutely important).
ronbach’s alpha of each scale is shown in Table 1.
Burnout was assessed by nine items from the Maslach Burnout
nventory-General Survey (MBI-GS; (Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach, &
ackson, 1996)) validated for Spanish samples (Salanova et al.,
000). Speciﬁcally, we tested the core dimensions of burnout:
xhaustion (ﬁve items; e.g., ‘I feel emotionally drained by my  job’) and
ynicism (four items; e.g., ‘I become more cynical about the useful-
ess of my job’). Respondents answered using a 7-point Likert-type
cale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always). Cronbach’s alpha of the
cales as measured at T1 and T2 is shown in Table 1.
Work engagement was assessed by 11 items of the Utrecht Work
ngagement Scale (UWES; (Schaufeli et al., 2002)) validated for
panish samples (Salanova et al., 2000). Speciﬁcally, we tested the
ore dimensions of engagement: vigor (six items; e.g., ‘In my job I
m full of energy’) and dedication (ﬁve items; e.g., ‘My job inspires
e’). Respondents answered using a 7-point Likert-type scale ran-
ing from 0 (never) to 6 (always). Cronbach’s alpha of the scales as
easured at T1 and T2 is shown in Table I.
Work self-efﬁcacy was measured by 10 items from Schwarzer’s
eneralized self-efﬁcacy scale (Schwarzer, 1999). Consistent with
ocial Cognitive Theory, the scale was slightly adapted for use in a
peciﬁc domain (i.e., the workplace, which in this case is schools;
Grau, Salanova, & Peiró, 2001)). An example of the items used is ‘I
ill be able to solve difﬁcult problems in my job if I invest the neces-
ary effort’. Respondents answered using a 7-point Likert-type scale
anging from 0 (never) to 6 (always). Cronbach’s alpha of the scales
s measured at T1 and T2 is shown in Table 1.
.3. Data analyses
First, we calculated descriptive analyses (means, standard
eviations), inter-correlations and reliability analyses (Cronbach’s
lpha) using SPSS 21.0. Second, we computed Harman’s single fac-
or test (see (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012)) with AMOS
1.0 to test for bias due to common method variance. Third, we
mplemented SEM using the AMOS 21.0 to test the hypothesized
ongitudinal model. Obstacles and facilitators were included in the
odel as observed variables. On the other hand, burnout, engage-
ent, and self-efﬁcacy were included as latent factors, and they
ere operationalized by the subscales introduced as observed, indi-
ator variables. More particularly, burnout was represented by two
ndicators (exhaustion and cynicism), engagement was included Ta
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y two indicators (vigor and dedication), and ﬁnally self-efﬁcacy
as indicated by two reliable halves of Schwarzer’s modiﬁed scale
Schwarzer, 1999).
A number of competing structural equation models were ﬁt-
ed to the data in several steps. First, a model without cross-lagged
tructural paths but with temporal stabilities and synchronous cor-
elations was speciﬁed (Model 1). The temporal stabilities were
peciﬁed as relationships between the constructs for each mea-
urement wave. This model estimates the total stability coefﬁcient
etween measurement waves 1 and 2, without decomposing the
ariance into constituent paths (direct and indirect effects) (see
Pitss, West, & Tein, 1996)). Second, this stability model was
ompared with three more complex models: (1) Model 2: the
ausality model, which is identical to Model 1 but also includes
ross-lagged structural paths from T1 obstacles/facilitators and T1
urnout/engagement to T2 self-efﬁcacy; (b) Model 3: the reversed
odel, which is identical to Model 1 but also includes cross-lagged
tructural paths from T1 self-efﬁcacy to T2 burnout/engagement
nd T2 obstacles/facilitators; (c) Model 4: the reciprocal model,
hich considers all paths of Model 2 and 3, and includes reciprocal
elationships between obstacles/facilitators, burnout/engagement
nd self-efﬁcacy.
For all models, the measurement errors of the same indica-
ors (i.e., subscales) collected at different time points were allowed
o covary over time (e.g., a covariance is speciﬁed between the
easurement error of exhaustion as measured at T1 and the
easurement error of this scale as measured at T2). While in cross-
ectional data measurement, generally speaking errors should not
ovary, in longitudinal measurement models the errors of mea-
urement corresponding to the same indicator should covary over
ime.
Methods of maximum likelihood estimation were used by test-
ng absolute and relative indices of goodness of ﬁt (Marsh, Balla, &
au, 1996): the 2 index, the Root Mean Square Error of Approxi-
ation (RMSEA), the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), the Comparative Fit
ndex (CFI), and the Incremental Fit Index (IFI). Values smaller than
08 for RMSEA and greater than .90 for the rest of the indices indicate
n acceptable ﬁt. Preliminary analyses showed that the demo-
raphics (included as covariates) were not systematically related
o the model variables, and did not modify the results of the model
esting. Therefore, to facilitate model estimation, the demographics
ere excluded from all further analyses.
Finally, repeated measures Multiple Analyses of Variance
MANOVA) was conducted to assess whether there were signiﬁ-
ant differences in the intra-subject dynamics in the variables of the
tudy (obstacles, facilitators, burnout, engagement, self-efﬁcacy)
ver time. Moreover, different Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) and
ntra-subject contrasts were performed in order to determine the
rends of each variable over time.
. Results
.1. Descriptive statistics
In the ﬁrst step, the means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s
lpha coefﬁcients, and bivariate correlations (including test–retest
orrelations) of scales used in the current study at Time 1 and 2
ere computed (see Table 1). Results show that all variables had an
lpha coefﬁcient higher than .70 at T1 and T2 (Nunnally & Bernstein,
994). As expected, there were signiﬁcant interrelations between
he variables of the study at the same time as well as over time, with
he exception of the non-signiﬁcant relationship between: (1) T1,
2 obstacles with T1, T2 vigor; (2) T1 obstacles with T2 facilitators
nd T2 dedication; and (3) T1, T2 facilitators with the T1 and T2
urnout dimensions. Burnout Research 1 (2014) 3–11 7
Second, Harman’s single factor test (e.g., (Podsakoff et al., 2012))
reveals a poor ﬁt to the data, 2 (20) = 183.35, RMSEA = .17, TLI = .66,
CFI = .74, IFI = .76 for T1 and 2 (20) = 328.90, RMSEA = .24, TLI = .53,
CFI = .66, IFI = .67 for T2. It seems that the bias of common method
variance does not affect the dataset. Thus, the variance of the vari-
ables is a consequence of the psychosocial constructs and is not due
to the evaluation method.
3.2. Model testing
Table 2 displays the ﬁt indices for the purpose of model com-
parison. We  will ﬁrst concentrate on the model comparisons.
The causality model (M2) proved to be superior to the stabil-
ity model (M1), Delta 2 (7) = 39.06, p < .001. This suggests that
the inclusion of cross-lagged paths from obstacles/facilitators and
burnout/engagement to self-efﬁcacy is substantial. Additionally,
the reversed causality model (M3) ﬁtted the data signiﬁcantly bet-
ter than both the causality model (M2), Delta 2 (2) = 6.18, p < .05,
and the stability model (M1), Delta 2 (5) = 45.24, p < .001. This
indicates that the model with the cross-lagged paths from T1 self-
efﬁcacy to T2 burnout/engagement and T2 obstacles/facilitators, as
well as from T1 burnout/engagement to T2 obstacles/facilitators,
showed a better ﬁt to the data than the model that includes causal
relationships (M2) as well as only temporal stabilities and syn-
chronous correlations (M1).
The 2 difference test regarding the stability model compared
to the reciprocal model (Model 4; see Table 2) revealed that the
addition of reciprocal relationships signiﬁcantly improved the sta-
bility model, Delta 2 (16) = 217.01, p < 0.001. Moreover, the model
with the cross-lagged reciprocal relationships among the variables
(M4) resulted in a signiﬁcantly better ﬁt to the data than the
causality model (M2) and the reversed causality model (M3). The
results of the 2 difference tests for both comparisons (M2  versus
M4,  and M3  versus M4)  are Delta 2 (9) = 256.07, p < .001, and
Delta 2 (11) = 262.25, p < .001, respectively. This means that the
theoretical model including cross-lagged reciprocal relationships
(causal and reversed relationships) between obstacles/facilitators,
burnout/engagement, and self-efﬁcacy ﬁts the data best.
The speciﬁc structural relationships resulting from these mod-
els showed that all manifest variables loaded signiﬁcantly on the
intended latent factors ranging from .59 to .98 at both T1 and
T2. Furthermore, at both waves of measurement, the loadings of
exhaustion and cynicism on the burnout factor were higher than
.59, whereas the loadings of vigor and dedication on the engage-
ment factor were higher than .73. Finally, the loadings of the two
self-efﬁcacy indicators were higher than .79. The autocorrelations
between the two waves were found to be .42 for obstacles, .58 for
facilitators, .78 for burnout, .74 for engagement, and .26 for self-
efﬁcacy.
In agreement with the causal hypotheses, Hypothesis 1 sug-
gested that obstacles at T1 would have a positive relationship with
burnout at T2. Furthermore, burnout at T1 would have a negative
relationship with work self-efﬁcacy at T2. Similarly, Hypothesis
3 suggested that facilitators at T1 would have a positive rela-
tionship with engagement at T2. Furthermore, engagement at T1
would have a positive relationship with work self-efﬁcacy at T2.
The model that includes these causal relationships, the reciprocal
model (M4), resulted in signiﬁcant lagged and positive relation-
ships of T1 obstacles with T2 burnout,  ˇ = .11, p < .05, as well as of T1
facilitators with T2 engagement,  ˇ = .19, p < .01, and T1 engagement
to T2 self-efﬁcacy,  ˇ = .82, p < 0.001. Furthermore, a negative cross-
relationship from T1 burnout to T2 self-efﬁcacy,  ˇ = −.30, p < .001,
was also obtained. These ﬁndings clearly support our ﬁrst hypoth-
esis.
Secondly, and in accordance with the reversed hypothesis,
Hypothesis 2 stated that work self-efﬁcacy at T1 would have a
8 S. Llorens-Gumbau, M. Salanova-Soria / Burnout Research 1 (2014) 3–11
Table  2
Structural equation modeling ﬁt indices of the model (n = 274).
Model 2 df RMSEA TLI CFI IFI 2 diff RMSEA TLI CFI IFI
M1.  Stability 475.76 95 .12 .81 .84 .84
M2.  Causality 514.82 88 .13 .82 .79 .82 39.06*** .01 .01 .05 .02
Diff.  M2 and M1
M3.  Reversed 521.00 90 .13 .83 .81 .83 45.24***
Diff.  M3 and M1  6.18* .01 .02 .03 .01
Diff.  M3 and M2  .00 .01 .02 .01
M4.  Reciprocal 258.75 79 .08 .92 .90 .93
Diff. M4 and M1  217.01*** .04 .11 .06 .09
Diff.  M4 and M2 256.07*** .05 .10 .11 .11
Diff. M4 and M3  262.25*** .05 .09 .09 .10
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*otes: 2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
it  Index; *p < .05, and ***p < .001.
egative relationship with burnout and obstacles at T2. Further-
ore, burnout at T1 would have a negative relationship with
bstacles at T2. Similarly, Hypothesis 4 suggested that work self-
fﬁcacy at T1 would have a positive relationship with engagement
nd facilitators at T2. Furthermore, engagement at T1 would have
 positive relationship with facilitators at T2. The ﬁnal reciprocal
odel (M4) also resulted in signiﬁcant reversed causal struc-
ural relationships. However, the relationship that was  found was
he following: T1 self-efﬁcacy – T2 facilitators,  ˇ = .13, p < .05.
hese ﬁndings reject our Hypothesis 2 and partially support our
ypothesis 4. Thus, the results from Model 4 (including the recip-
ocal relationships) showed that both causal and reversed causal
elationships were simultaneously active. The signiﬁcant paths of
he reciprocal model including the relationships between orga-
izational antecedents (obstacles and facilitators), affective states
burnout and engagement), and self-efﬁcacy are displayed graphi-
ally in Fig. 2. The hypothesized predictors at TI explained 14% of the
ariance in T2 burnout, 25% of the variance in T2 engagement, and
8% of the variance in T2 self-efﬁcacy (of which 8% is explained by
ig. 2. Structural equation model of obstacles/facilitators, burnout/engagement and teac
p  < .05, **p  < .01, and ***p < .001.oximation; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; IFI = Incremental
burnout and 23% by engagement). Finally, T1 self-efﬁcacy explained
12% of the variance in T2 facilitators.
Furthermore, a repeated measures MANOVA test was conducted
to assess whether there were signiﬁcant differences depending on
time in the study variables and if mean values of main variables
(obstacles, facilitators, burnout, engagement, and self-efﬁcacy)
increase over time. Signiﬁcant multivariate effects were found
for the main effect of time (T1, T2), Wilks’s Lambda = .934, F(7,
267) = 2.71, p < .01, multivariate eta = .014. The follow-up repeated
measures ANOVAs indicated that the main effect of time was  signif-
icantly different for facilitators, F(1, 273) = 5.99, p < .05; exhaustion,
F(1, 273) = 4.98, p < .05; and self-efﬁcacy, F(1, 273) = 3.96, p < .05.
Intra-subject comparisons revealed a signiﬁcant linear trend in the
three cases, for facilitators, F(1, 273) = 5.99, p < .05; exhaustion, F(1,
273) = 4.98, p < .05; and self-efﬁcacy, F(1, 273) = 3.96, p < .05. Thus,
teachers signiﬁcantly increased their levels of exhaustion (mean at
T1 = 2.11; mean at T2 = 2.21) and self-efﬁcacy (mean at T1 = 3.93;
mean at T2 = 4.02), but decreased their levels of facilitators over
time (mean at T1 = 4.07; mean at T2 = 3.97).
hing self-efﬁcacy (n = 274). Note: The coefﬁcients standardized are signiﬁcative at
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. Discussion
In the current study, the phenomena of burnout and work
ngagement were investigated in a longitudinal study conducted
mong secondary-school teachers. More speciﬁcally, the objec-
ive of the present study was to test the reciprocal (causal
nd reversed) relationships concerning obstacles/facilitators,
urnout/engagement, and self-efﬁcacy over time in a two-wave
ollow-up study among 274 secondary-school teachers. The main
esearch questions were whether, over time: (1) obstacles at T1
ave a positive relationship with burnout at T2, while burnout at
1 has a negative relationship with work self-efﬁcacy at T2 (causal);
2) work self-efﬁcacy at T1 has a negative relationship with burnout
nd obstacles at T2, while burnout at T1 has a negative relationship
ith obstacles at T2 (reversed); (3) facilitators at T1 have a positive
elationship with engagement at T2, while engagement at T1 has
 positive relationship with work self-efﬁcacy at T2 (causal); and
4) work self-efﬁcacy at T1 has a positive relationship with engage-
ent and facilitators at T2, while engagement at T1 has a positive
elationship with facilitators at T2 (reversed).
Our ﬁndings, using a cross-lagged panel design with 274
econdary-school teachers partially supported the hypotheses.
ore speciﬁcally, the results show that the theoretical model
hat includes cross-lagged reciprocal (causal and reversed) rela-
ionships between obstacles/facilitators, burnout/engagement, and
ork self-efﬁcacy ﬁts the empirical data best. This means that
oth causal and reversed causal relationships were simultaneously
ctive in the reciprocal relationships between structural (obstacles
nd facilitators) and affective antecedents (burnout and engage-
ent) and work self-efﬁcacy.
Speciﬁcally, results provide evidence for the two  different affec-
ive processes responsible for self-efﬁcacy in secondary-school
eachers. The ﬁrst process can be described as an energy depletion
rocess where a high number of perceived obstacles would lead
o high levels of exhaustion and cynicism, and consequently to a
ecrease in teachers’ self-efﬁcacy. Obstacles (e.g., a negative atti-
ude and excessive indiscipline of the students) at T1 had a positive
elationship with burnout at T2, and burnout at T1 is negatively
elated to work self-efﬁcacy at T2. In fact, the presence of obstacles
t work led to a causal constant overtaxing and in the long term
o the exhaustion of employees’ mental and physical resources.
his in turn gave rise to depletion of energy, and eventually leads
o burnout. Consequently, this negative affective state produces
 reduction in self-efﬁcacy at work by causal relationships. Thus,
ypothesis 1 is conﬁrmed.
Simultaneously, the opposite process is also suggested from the
ata. Thus, the second process is motivational in nature and starts
ith facilitators. Facilitators (e.g., easy access to information and
elevant materials during the preparation of the lesson) at T1 had
 positive relationship with engagement at T2, and engagement at
1 has a positive relationship with work self-efﬁcacy at T2. That
s, teachers who perceived a high number of facilitators felt more
igorous and dedicated at work, which in turn would increase the
evels of self-efﬁcacy by causal relationships. Hence, our Hypothesis
 was also conﬁrmed.
These ﬁndings are consistent with previous research on the
nergy-draining and the motivational processes (Demerouti et al.,
001; Salanova et al., 2012b). Particularly, results offer evidence of
he impact of obstacles on the deterioration of health (in our study,
urnout) at the workplace and speciﬁcally in the teaching context
e.g., (Llorens et al., 2005; García et al., 2006; Lorente, Salanova,
artinez, & Schaufeli, 2008)). Similarly, results support the motiva-ional power of facilitators in the development of work engagement
e.g., (Bakker et al., 2007; Hackman & Oldham, 1980)), speciﬁcally
n teachers (Salanova et al., 2005a; Salanova et al., 2005b). Further-
ore, results also give evidence of and extend the Social Cognitive Burnout Research 1 (2014) 3–11 9
Theory,  since the structural (obstacles and facilitators) and affec-
tive (burnout and engagement) antecedents of speciﬁc self-efﬁcacy
at work have been shown in previous research (Bandura, 1997;
Bandura, 2001). On this base, self-efﬁcacy at work is reduced over
time with the presence of obstacles and burnout, while self-efﬁcacy
develops over time when facilitators are available and engagement
is experienced.
The second and fourth hypotheses are related to the reversed
causation hypothesis. More particularly, Hypothesis 2 posited that
work self-efﬁcacy at T1 had a negative reversed relationship with
burnout and obstacles at T2, and that burnout at T1 has a nega-
tive relationship with obstacles at T2 by reversed relationships.
However, none of these relationships were obtained, and thus
Hypothesis 2 is not conﬁrmed. In contrast, the reversed relation-
ships were partially obtained in Hypothesis 4, which stated that
work self-efﬁcacy at T1 had a positive relationship with engage-
ment and facilitators at T2, and also that engagement at T1 has a
positive relationship with facilitators at T2, by reversed causation.
More speciﬁcally, the only reversed relationship that was found
was the positive one from work self-efﬁcacy to facilitators; that is,
self-efﬁcacy would predict the perception of facilitators over time.
Thus, Hypothesis 4 was  partially conﬁrmed. These results may  be
explained in terms of the greater power of the motivational process
which was found in previous studies (Llorens et al., 2007; Llorens
et al., 2006), where self-efﬁcacy is mainly related to positive affects
and engagement (Salanova et al., 2011; Torrente et al., 2012).
It is interesting to note that additional analyses (repeated
measures MANOVAs) showed signiﬁcant linear trends in the intra-
subject contrasts in facilitators, exhaustion, and self-efﬁcacy. Thus,
teachers signiﬁcantly increased their levels of exhaustion and self-
efﬁcacy, but decreased their levels of facilitators over time. This
unexpected result may  be explained by taking into account the spe-
ciﬁc moment in which the study was  completed: at the end of the
academic year, which could decrease the perception of facilitators.
This reasoning makes more sense bearing in mind that their levels
of exhaustion also increase over time.
Consequently, the results partially conﬁrmed our hypotheses.
These ﬁndings are consistent with previous research on COR the-
ory (Hobfoll, 2001), showing that people seek to obtain, retain,
and protect resources in order to avoid stress and be psycho-
logically healthy (in our case, facilitators, work engagement, and
self-efﬁcacy). The COR model predicts that when such invest-
ments in resources do provide a good return, and consequently
goals are achieved, people experience this as a gain that increases
the resource pool, and makes it more likely that more resources
will subsequently be acquired. Accordingly, teachers who gain
resources are more likely to gain more resources in the near future,
thereby generating a positive “gain spiral” of resources found in
previous empirical studies (e.g., (Llorens et al., 2007; Salanova
et al., 2005a; Salanova et al., 2005b)). In addition, this study also
agrees again with predictions from Social Cognitive Theory, which
assumes that self-efﬁcacy enhances the perception of a more pos-
itive environment at work and well-being (Bandura, 1997). In this
sense, we  found that self-efﬁcacy is a powerful personal resource
to build future positive perceptions of work settings, which in turn
will facilitate the experience of well-being in terms of engagement
in our study. That is, feeling efﬁcacious predicts the perception of
more and better facilitators at work, which in turn increase engage-
ment and this will enhance more self-efﬁcacy, i.e., a positive spiral
of facilitators, engagement, and self-efﬁcacy is obtained.
To sum up, our results provide evidence for causal relation-
ships among obstacles/burnout and lack of self-efﬁcacy as well as
among facilitators/engagement/self-efﬁcacy. Furthermore, there is
partial evidence for reversed relationships between self-efﬁcacy
and facilitators, which in turn is positively related to engagement
and self-efﬁcacy over time in secondary-school teachers. These
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esults are somehow partially supporting the predicted upward
piral in which positive resources are building more resources over
ime (Hobfoll, 2001; Hobfoll, 1989). Findings from the current study
howed that such personal resources (self-efﬁcacy at work) build
rganizational resources (facilitators) which in turn have a positive
mpact on positive experiences (work engagement). These inter-
sting results are somehow partially supporting the positive spiral
odel found in previous studies (Llorens et al., 2007; Salanova et al.,
011). More speciﬁcally, our study showed that self-efﬁcacy can
e considered a powerful personal resource which facilitates the
erception of more organizational facilitators, which in turn gener-
tes more positive psychological states (in our study, engagement),
hich in turn again will increase the levels of self-efﬁcacy over
ime in secondary teachers. Thus, self-efﬁcacy and facilitators are
eciprocally inﬂuenced by each other over time.
.1. Study limitations and future research
Despite the beneﬁts of the study, for example its longitudinal
ature, it also presents several limitations. The ﬁrst is that a conve-
ience sample was used, which might endanger the generalizability
f the results. However, data were collected in a real context involv-
ng teachers from different secondary schools. Secondly, the data
ere collected by self-report questionnaires, which might have
aused common method bias. Despite this, Harman’s single factor
est suggests that the common method bias is not very likely. Third,
his study is limited to the context of secondary-school teachers.
ince the main hypotheses were conﬁrmed regarding recipro-
al relationships between structural and affective antecedents of
elf-efﬁcacy at work, it would be interesting and relevant to exam-
ne this phenomenon in other occupational ﬁelds. In addition, it
ould be important to test the upward spiral model using a cross-
agged panel design with at least three waves (by trying to ensure
hat the measures do not coincide with the end of the academic
ear), in order to test the long-term effects of the reciprocal rela-
ionships among obstacles/facilitators, burnout/engagement, and
elf-efﬁcacy at work over time in terms of spirals (Lindsley, Brass, &
homas, 1995). Finally, since the study was conducted on different
chools and consequently the data are nested, in future studies we
an examine cross-level relationships with enterprise-level vari-
bles (obstacles and facilitators aggregated at the organizational
evel) that could be inﬂuencing and promoting burnout, engage-
ent, and self-efﬁcacy at work within teams or within individuals
sing multilevel analyses (Hox, 2010). To do this, at least 30 mea-
ures on level 2 (in our case, 30 secondary schools) need to be
onsidered (Castro, 2002; Hox, 2002).
.2. Practical implications
At this point, it is important to notice the relevance of both
nergy-draining and motivational processes to ensure teachers
ave enough teaching self-efﬁcacy. But above all it can be con-
luded that it is essential for teachers to have enough organizational
esources in terms of facilitators to enhance positive experiences
s regards engagement at work, which in turn generates more
elf-efﬁcacy. At this point, it seems that teaching self-efﬁcacy is
 key element for the development of positive cycles (facilita-
ors and engagement). This information has very clear practical
mplications for intervention in the educational context. According
o our results, intervention strategies should be oriented toward
elping professors to get into this positive spiral of facilitators,
ngagement, and self-efﬁcacy at work. In order to optimize the
orking environment, Human Resources Managers should take
nto account the relevance of (re)designing jobs in a healthier way.
his means intervening at any stage of the process by (1) invest-
ng not only in reducing obstacles and burnout, but above all by Burnout Research 1 (2014) 3–11
(2) providing organizational (facilitators) and personal resources
(self-efﬁcacy) in order to foster work engagement in schools. Con-
sequently, schools should invest not only in facilitators but also in
increasing within their teachers the idea that “they can”. Once tea-
chers feel they are on this positive spiral, the process could continue
without end.
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